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ABSTRACT 

The Required Academic Proficiency (RAp) prograua was 
esteualished tjy the Houoton (Texas) Independent School District to 
reduce and remediate the academic failure of students. The purpose of 
the RAP program was twofold; (1) to provide supplemental instruction 
to students identified as tseing at risk of failing academic subjects; 
and (2) to provide additional instructional support designed to 
increase the percentages of students ii»5tering achievement tests. RAP 
sessions, which were held for seven Saturdays during the spring 1990 
semester, offered instruction in the following content areas: (1) 
intensive achievement test preparation; (2) 

English-as-a-Second-Lahguage (ESL) reading development; (3) writing 
skills development; (4) fundamental concepts of mathematics; (5) 
study skills; (6) life skills; and (7) enrichment activities. This 
report evaluates the effectiveness of the RAP program. The tasks of 
the inquiry were to: (1) descritJe demographic data of program and 
comparison students; (2) analyze data collected for program and 
comparison students; and (3) conduct site visits to the five RAP 
academies. Findings indicate benefits for nontargeted students who 
attended RAP but no appreciable success in improving the grades of 
the targeted students. It is recommended that the program be 
redefined to encourage a more diversified student participation. The 
report includes statistical data in 28 tables and 9 graphs. (AF) 
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Executive Summary 
Required Academic Proficiency (RAP) program 
Final Report June 1990 

Purpose 

The Houston Independent School District (HISD) initiated the program under the provisions of 
Texas House Bill 72 (Article 4. Part A. Section 21.103). which states: "Each school district shall 
provide tutorial services at the district's schools." 

Program Description 

The Required Academic Proficiency (RAP) program was cstablishai by HISD to reduce and 
remediate the academic failure of students. The purpose of the RAP program was twofold: (a) to 
provide suppl^»ital instruction to students identified as being at-risk of failing academic 
subjects, and (b) to provide additional instructional suRxm designed to increase the percentages of 
students mastering the TEAMS sub-tests. RAP sessions were held for seven Saturdays during the 
spring semester. Each Saturday contained 2 one and <Mie half hour sessions. Spring RAP 
sessions began March 17, 1990 and ended May 19, 1990. Sessions enabled students to receive 
instruction in the content areas where they most needed assistance. Instruction was given in: (a) 
intensive TEAMS preparation, (b) ESLA^ding development, (c) writing skills development, (d) 
matiiematics (fundamental concepts), (e) study skills, (0 life skills, and (g) enrichment activities. 

Number Served and Cost 

An eligible student is a student who had one or more a>ursc failures during a six week grading 
period or failed one or more sections of the TEAMS sub-tests. Attendance was not m^atory. 
All students attending a secondary school could attend whether ot not they met the eligibility 
requirements. From a total high school population of 44,666 a total of 17,453 students were 
eligible for RAP. The total number of students served was 1,788. The average number of 
students attending the 5 RAP academies was 1,142. 

Methods 

Various methods of presenting the demographic data were used in this report including 
crosstabulations, graphs, charts, and a sort procedure. Analysis of covariancc was used to analyze 
the data. Fourth grading period grades were used as the covariate and 6th grading period grades 
were used as the dependant variable. Oneway analysis of variance was used to test for between 
group differences. Subject groups consisted of eligibl^attending, eligibl^not-attending, not- 
eligible/attending, and not eligible/not attending. An omega ^uared coefficient was us«J to 
identify the degree of association (which measures the effect of the program). Fmally, Shcffe's 
test for homogeneity of variance was used to see what grouping elements were contributed to the 
noted difference. ' . . . 

ft 

* 

Findings 

The results of this study demonstrated that RAP program effects accounted for 4 to 6 percent of die 
differences in ^hievement scares. Although the program was marginally effective, it was not a 
contributes- to die academic success/failure of those students who were eligible and attended 
Furthermore, the program appeared to benefit only those students who were not eligible but still 
chose to attend. 

The RAP program was successful for those students who did not meet RAP eligibility 
requirements, but attended the tutoriaL For this group alone, there was no decline of 
grades from the 4th to the 6di grading period. In mathematics and English, the ^dej! of 
Siis group improwd. This could be intarprered as meaning the students were nrore 
motivated as compared to the at-risk students and, therefore, performed better in their 
respective 6th grading period grades. The fact that the program was successful in 
increasing the ^ui^emic poformance of any group is a significant finding. 



DESIGN OF THE INQUIRY 



The purpose of this Inquiry was to evaluate the efTectiveness of the 
Required Academic Proficiency (RAP) program. 



The specific tasks of the inquiry were to: 

• Describe demographic data of program and comparison students. 

• CoiKiuct an analysis of data ct^Iected fw the program and comparison students. 

• QaidiKJt site visits to the five RAP Acadenncs. 

This program evaluadon answers the following research questions: 

Research Question 1: 

What infomation did prior HISD r^eaich yield concerning tutorials? 

Research Question 2t 

(a) What were the denwgraphic characteristics of RAP eligible students? 

(b) What were the demographic characteristics of RAP eligible/attending students? 

(c) What were the demographic characteristics of RAP eligible/non-attending smdents? 

Research Question 3: 

How many students attended the RAP Academies during spring term? 

Research Question 4: 

How often did those attending the RAP tutorials actually show up? 

Research Question 5: 

Is there a difference in the denrrographics of attending and non-attending eligible 
students? 

Research Question 6: 

Is tlierc a difference in the 6th gradmg period grades of those attending the RAP 
prograra^nd- those not attending? 

» 

Research Question 7: 

What was observed during site visits? 

Research Question 8: 

Did the RAP program reach the at-risk students described in the program 

proposal? 

Research Question 9: 

Was there a difference in the English, math, social studies, and science grades 
of those students attending and thc^e students n(A attending RAP? 
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MOTIVATION FOR CONDUCTING THE STUDY 



Why was this study conducted? 



This study was conducted for the following reasons: 

Requirements of the State: The Houston Independent School District (HISD) initiated 
the program undo* the provisions of Texas House Bill 72 (Article 4, Part A, Section 
21.103), which states* "Each school district shall provide tutorial services at the 
district's schools." 

Benefits to Houston ISD: This report provides information on the effectiveness of 
RAP tutorials to improve c(»irse grades and achievement test scores. 



PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 



What was the focus of the Required Academic Proficiency for 1989-90? 



Purpose: The Required Academic Proficiency (RAP) program was established by HISD to 

rcdu«5 and i^ncdiate the academic failure of students. TTie puip<Kc of the RAP prograna 
was twofold: (a) to provide supplenwntel instruction to students identified as being at-risk 
of failing academic subjects, and (b) to provide additional instructional support designed to 
increase the percentages of students mastering the TEAMS sub-tests. 

Number Served and Cost: An eligible student is a student who iiad one or more course 
failures during a six week ^^ng period or failed one or more sections of the TEAMS 
sub-tests. Attendance was not mandatory. All students attending a secondary school 
could attend whether or not tfiey met the eligibility requirements. From a total high school 
population of 44,666 a total of 17,453 students were eligible for RAP. The total number of 
students served was 1,788. The average number of students attending the 5 RAP 
academies was 1,142. 

The cost for hiring RAP tutorial teachers for the 5 RAP academic? from 3/17/90 to 5/12/90 
• was $26,550. These program expenditures do not include adniinistrative and/or fixed 
building costs. 

Services: RAP sessions were held for sevxin Saturdays during the spring semester. Each 

Saturday contained 2 one and one half hour sessions. Spring RAP sessions began March 
17, 1990 and ended May 19, 19^. Sessions enabled students to receive instruction in the 
content areas where they n»st ne«ied asastancc. Instruction was g^vcn in: (a) intensive 
TEAMS preparation, (b) ESL/re^ng development, (c) writing skills development, (d) 
mathematics (fundamental concepts), (c) study skills, (f) life skills, and (g) enrichment 
activiti^ 

Schools: The following five campuses were selected as RAP academics to serve all eligible high 
school students in HISD: Lee, Sam Houston, Milby, Reagan, and Worthing. 



METHODOLOGY 



How were data collected for this report? 



Population: 

There were 44,666 students in grades 9 through 12 during the 1989-90 school year. 
Students waie divided into two ^ups those eligible for RAP (n= 17,453) and those not 
eligible for RAP (n=25,5(^). Within each group, a nested subgroup of those students who 
attended and those students who didn't attend RAIp was established An eligible student is 
a stiKlent who had one or more course failures and/or failed one or more sections of the 
TEAMS test 

Eligible to Attend (n=17.453) Not Eligible to Attend (n=25,506) 

Attended (n=1072) Attended (n=717) 

Non-Attending (n=16,38 1) Non-Attending (n=24,789) 

Procedure: 

In order to complete this evaluation, the following computer requests wene generated: 

a) a list of eligible students 

b) a list of eligible students who attended the program (treatment group) 

c) a list of eligible students who did not attend (comparison group) 

d) a list of non-eligible students who attended and 

e) a statistical analyses of course grades of the treatment and comparison groups. 
Statistics: 

a) Crosstabulations were used to present the following smdent demographics: 

(1) eligibility status by ethnicity 

(2) gender by ethnicity 

(3) grade level by age 

b) Chi-Square analyses were perfomied to analyze the semester attendance and 
grade data of the treatment and comparison groups. 

c) A One-way ANONA was conducted to detemune if there were between group 
differences in academic suct^ss^ailure as measured by the 6th grading period grade 
(the dependent variable). Omega Squared was used to measure the magnitude of the 
effect Uic RAP prc^ram had on student achievement The One-way ANOVA allows the 
researcher to input caic independent variable (eligibility criteria). Fimhermore, in the 
One-w^y ANOVA, Omega Squared can provide information on tfie strength of a 
relationship (Davis and (^senza, 1985). 

♦See Appendix 1 for the percent of students attending by campus. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 1 



What information did prior HISD research yield concerning tutorials? 

MP evaitmlonfall cfim 

• The more days a student attends the RAP tutorial the hi^er his couise grades. 

• The more courses a student fails at the beginning of the semester ((tegree of failure) the 
higher his/I^ chance df failing at the end of the ^nester. 

• Between 1 and 4 percent of the between group variation in final course grades can be 
aligned or attributed to students attendance in RAP. 

HISD Senior High School Summer TEAMS Remediation Program Summer 1988: 

• TTic cost per student was $276. Total enrollment was 264 students. The cost of the 
program was $72,956. 

• TTie length of the program was 17 days with instmction provided for 4 hours each day, 

• Attendance in this program was not associated with any subsequent performance on the 
TEAMS. 

H/SD Middle School Summer Remediation Program Summer 1988 

• The total cost for the program was $891 ,698. Per student cost was not available. 
HowevK", 7,904 participated in the program. 

• The length of the program was 29 days. 

• In general 9 of 10 students were promoted to the next grade. 
Chapter U TEAMS Summer School Program 1988-89 

• The cost per stwient was $235, based on attendance, Totalenrollment was 368 
students. TTie cost of the program was $61,653. 

• The length of the program was 21 days with instruction provided for 4 hours each day. 

• There was not a statistically sipificant diffwence in the TEAMS passing rates of those 
^udents in the program and those not in the program. 

Observations: 

• It has not been demonstrated that tuKjrial programs are cff«;tive in increasing either 
stwient achieven^nt, as measured by TEAMS or teacher asdgned grades. 

• Atti. ..anccinthemiddleschoolprogramw«^assodated with bang promoted to the 
next grade. 



RESEARCH QUESTION 2a 



What were the demographic characteristics of RAP eligible students? 



RAP Eligible Students By Ethnicity and Eligibility Critena 
Most recent TEAMS test; Fourth grading cycle (March, 1990) 



Eligibility Crite ria 
S ^aaliai t!ourse Failure 



Ethnicity n of total 



% of total 



Total 

n % 



Asian 


40 


0.2 


230 


1.3 


270 


1.5 


Black 


769 


4.4 


6927 


39.7 


7696 


44.1 


Hi^>anic 


581 


3.3 


6692 


38.3 


7273 


41.7 


Indian 


0 


0.0 


15 


0.1 


15 


0.1 


White 


106 


0.6 


2090 


12.0 


2196 


12.6 


Total 


1496 


8.6 


15957 


91.4 


17450* 


100.0 



*3 missing observations 



RAP Eligible Students By Ethnicity and Gender 
Most recent TEAMS test; Fourth grading cycle (March, 1990) 



Gender 



Female 



Male 



Total 



Ethnicity 


n 


% of total 


n 


% of total 


n 


% 


Asian 


92 


0.5 


178 


1.0 


270 


1.5 


Black 


3550 


20.3 


4146 


24.0 


7695 


44.1 


Hispanic 


3117 


18.0 


4156 


24.0 


7273 


42.0 


Indian 


6 


0.0 


9 


0.1 


15 


0.1 


White 


923 

« 


5.3 

* m 


1273 


7.3 


2196 


12.6 


Total 


7688 


44.0 


9762 


S6.0 


17453 


100.0 



Observations: 



• Ninety-one percent of the RAP eligible students were eligible because of course 
failures. 



• Nine p«cent of the RAP eligible students were eligible because of TEAMS 
failures. 



ERIC 



o 



RAP Eligible Students By Age and Grade Level 

Grade Level 











lOrh 
lUui 




1 iUl 


1^ 


Total 


Age 


n 


OL 


n 


% 


n 


Of 


n 


% 


n 


% 


12 


2 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


u 


U.U 


2 


0.0 




129 


07 


2 

mm 


00 


0 


00 


0 


0.0 


131 


0.8 


14 


2Q10 


\2JQ 


90 


OJ 


2 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


2102 


12,0 


15 


24S2 


142 


1054 


6.0 


104 


0.6 


0 


0.0 


3640 


21.t 


16 


2148 


123 


1229 


7.0 


1298 


7.4 


78 


0.4 


4753 


27.2 


17 


871 


5.0 


828 


4.7 


1256 


7.2 


1013 


5.8 


3968 


22.7 


18 


216 


U 


357 


2.0 


761 


4.4 


737 


4.2 


2071 


12.0 


19 


38 


0.2 


64 


0.4 


224 


U 


2^ 


1.6 


612 


3.5 


2Q 


7 


0.0 


6 


0.0 


51 


OJ 


94 


4.2 


158 


0.9 


21 


1 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.0 


6 


0.0 


9 


0.1 


22 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.0 


1 


0.0 


Total 


7906 


45.3 


3631 


20.8 


3700 


21.2 


2216 


12.7 


17447* 100.0 



*6 Missing Oteervaticms 



Students By Grouping Factor and Content Area Means 

Content Area Means 



Age 



English 
4ih 6th 



Math 
4ih 6ih 



Soc Studies 
4th 6th 



Science 
4th 6th 



EIlgibk/Auending 70.0 71.8 70.0 

Eligiblc/Non-AUending 72.4 71.4 7Z4 

Non^igiWAUending 76.8 81.1 76.8 

NoiiEtigtb!e;/Noi>-Auending 81.2 81.8 81.2 



68.2 
69. 



71.8 
72,8 
81.1 
Sl.l 



69.3 
71.1 
78.4 
81.8 



Observations: 

• Forty-five percent of the RAP eligible students were in the 9th grade. 

• Seventy-one percent of all RAP eligible students were between 15 and 17 years old 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 2b 



What were the demographic characteristics of RAP eligible/attending students? 



RAP Eligible/Attending Students By Ethnicity and Gender 

Gender 



i Total 



Ethnicity 


n 


%oftomI 


n 


total 


n 


% 


Asian 


6 


0.6 


5 


0.5 


11 


0.5 


Black 


158 


14.7 


155 


14.5 


313 


14.5 


Ifispanic 


292 


27.2 


309 


2S.S 


601 


56.1 


Indkn 


1 


0.1 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


Whito 


69 


6.4 


77 


7.2 


146 


13.6 


Total 


526 


49.1 


546 


50.9 


1072 


100.0 



RAP Eligible/Attending Students By Age and Grade Level 

Grade Level 

5th 10th lUh 12ih Total 



Age 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


13 


12 


1.1 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


12 


1.1 


14 


151 


14.1 


6 


0.6 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


157 


14.6 


15 


170 


15.9 


72 


6.7 


6 


0.6 


0 


0.0 


248 


23.1 


16 


131 


12,2 


69 


6.4 


70 


63 


3 


03 


273 


25.5 


17 


53 


4.9 


40 


3.7 


71 


6.6 


42 


3.9 


206 


19.2 


18 


11 


1.0 


23 


2.1 


38 


3J 


39 


3.6 


111 


10.4 


19 


2 


0.2 


4 


0.4 


21 


2.0 


20 


1.9 


47 


4.4 


20 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


3 


03 


14 


1.3 


18 


1.7 


Tbtal 


530 


49.4 


215 ' 


20.1 


209 


19.5 


118 


U.O 


1072 


•100.0 



Observations: 



• Rfiy-six percent of the RAP Eligible/Attending students were Hispanic. 

• Forty-nine percent of the RAP Eligible/Attending students w«e in the 9ih grade. 



ERIC 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 2c 



What vrtre the demographic characteristics of RAP Eligible/Non-attendlng 

students? 



RAP Eliglble/NonAttending Students By Ethnicity and Gender 

Gender 



ic MS Total 



Ethnicity 


n 


% of total 


n 


%oftmal 


n 


% 


Asian 


86 


0.5 


173 


1.1 


259 


16 


Black 


3392 


20.7 


3991 


24.4 


7383 


45.1 




2826 


17.3 


3846 


23.5 


6672 


40.7 


Indian 


5 


0.0 


9 


0.1 


14 


0.1 


White 


853 


5.2 


1197 


7.3 


2050 


12.5 


Total 


7162 


43.7 


9216 


56.3 


16378 


100.0 



RAP Eligible/Non-Attendlng Students By Age and Grade Level 

Grade Level 



9th 10th nth 12ih Total 



Age 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


12 


2 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.0 


13 


126 


OJ 


2 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


128 


0.8 


14 


1863 


11.4 


88 


OJ 


2 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1953 


11.9 


15 


2310 


14.1 


984 


6.0 


106 


0.6 


0 


0.0 


3400 


20.8 


16 


2010 


123 


1162 


7.1 


1226 


75 


79 


0.5 


4477 


27.3 


17 


813 


5.0 


781 


4.8 


1176 


7.2 


977 


6.0 


3747 


2Z9 


18 


^5 


1.3 


333 


4.4 


718 


4.4 


702 


4.3 


1958 


12.0 


19 


37 


0.2 


60 


1.2 


200 


1.2 


265 


1.6 


562 


3.4 


2Q 


6 


0.0 


5 


0.3 


4S 


OJ, 


82 


0.5 


• 138 


0.8 


2V 


I 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.0 


6 


0.0 


9 


0.1 


22 


0 


' 0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.0 


1 


0.0 


Total 


737S 


45.0 


34U 


20.9 


3477 


21.2 


2113 


12.9 


16381 


100.0 



*6 Missing Observations 



Observations: 

• Forty-five percent of the RAP Eligible/Non-Aitcnding students were Hispanic 
and 40 percent werc Black. 

• Fbrty^ve percent of the RAP Eligiblc/Non-Atlending students werc in the 9th 
grade. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 2d 



What were the demographic characteristics of RAP Non-Eligible/atlendIng students? 



RAP Non-Eliglble/Attending Students By Ethnicity and Gender 



Gender 

Fanalc Male Total 



Ethnicity 


n 


% of total 


n 


% of total 


n 


% 


Adan 


14 


2.0 


8 


1.1 


22 


3.1 


Black 


121 


16.9 


126 


17.6 


247 


34.4 


Hispanic 


192 


26.8 


139 


19.4 


331 


46.2 


Indian 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


White 


59 


8.2 


58 


8.1 


117 


16.3 


Total 


386 


53.8 


331 


46.2 


717 


100.0 



RAP Non-EIiglble/Attending Students By Age and Grade Level 

Grade Level 



9th 10th nih 12ih Total 



Age 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


12 


1 


0.1 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


13 


9 


u 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


9 


1.3 


14 


114 


15.9 


7 


1.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


121 


16.9 


15 


88 


123 


106 


14.8 


6 


0.8 


0 


0.0 


200 


27.9 


16 


62 


8.6 


62 


8.6 


88 


12.3 


6 


0.8 


218 


30.4 


17 


20 


2.8 


27 


3.8 


25 


3.5 


33 


4.6 


lOS 


14.6 


18 


9 


U 


12 


1.7 


12 


1.7 


19 


2.6 


52 


7.3 


19 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


2 


0.3 


7 


1.0 


10 


1.4 


20 


0 


0.0 


I 


0.1 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


Total 


303 


42.3 


216 


30.1 


133 


18.5 


• 

65 


• 9.1 


* 717 


100.0 



Observations: 



• Forty-six percent of the RAP Nwi-EHgibl^Attcnding students were Hispanic 
and 34 percent were Black. 

• Fort^two percent of the RAP Non-Eligible/Ancnding students were in the 9th 
gra(^. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 2s 



What were the demographic characteristics of RAP Non-EIIglble/Non-attcnding 

students? 



RAP Non-Ellglble/Non-Attending Students By Ethnldty and Gender 



Gender 

Female Male Total 



Ethnicity 


n 


% of total 


n 


% of total 


n 


% 


Aaan * 


557 


2.2 


620 


2.5 


1177 


4.7 


Black 


5636 


22.7 


4596 


18.5 


10232 


41.3 


Hispanic 


3994 


16.1 


3773 


15.2 


7767 


31.3 


Indian 


14 


0.1 


11 


0.0 


25 


0.1 


White 


2876 


11.6 


2712 


10.9 


5588 


22.5 


Total 


13077 


52.8 


11712 


47.2 


24789 


100.0 



RAP Non-Eligible/Non-Attending Students By Age and Grade Level 

Grade Level 



9th 10th 11th 12th Total 



Age 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


12 


4 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


4 


0.0 


13 


318 


13 


3 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


321 


13 


14 


3219 


13.0 


330 


13 


11 


0.0 


1 


0.0 


3561 


14.4 


15 


2107 


8.5 


3231 


13.0 


288 


1.2 


5 


0.0 


5631 


2Z7 


16 


1310 


5.3 


1578 


6.4 


2954 


11.9 


405 


1.6 


6247 


25.2 


17 


447 


1.8 


775 


3.1 


U36 


4.6 


3603 


14.5 


5961 


24.0 


18 


92 


0.4 


280 


1.1 


427 


1.7 


1371 


5J 


2170 


8.8 


19 


33 


0.1 


52 


0.2 


116 


0.5 


448 


1.8 


649 


2.6 


20 


2 


0.0 


10 


0.0 


27 


0.1 


126 


OS 


165 


0,7 


21 


1 


0.0 


3 


0.0 


2 


0.0 


61 


0.2 


•67 


* 0.3 


22 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.0 


1 


0.0 


Total 


7533 


30.4 


6262 


25.3 


4961 


20.0 


6025 


24.3 


24795 


100.0 



*18 Mining Observatic^ 



Observations: 

• Rwty-one percent of the RAP Non-EIig?ble/Non-Attending students were 
Blade and 31 percent were Hispanic. 

• Thirty percent of the RAP Non-Eligiblc/Non-Attending students were in the 
9th grade. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 3 



How many students attended the RAP Academies during spring term? 



Numbtf of Students Att^ding RAP by Week 
Number Eligible s 17,453 




Week 



*Tlie mutiba attoiding iix:ltxles noa-eli^lrfe and eligil}te stixteits who attends! tmorials. 
RAP Attendants By Academy and Week 



Weeks 











m 


m 


5/05 


5/12 




n 


n 


n 


n 


n 


n 


n 


Sam Houston 


m 


2^ 


453 


487 


226 


138 


139 




294 


378 


439 


323 


301 


214 


230 


Nfilby 


225 


231 


198 


182 


144 


131 


99 


Reagan 


100 


118 


115 


104 


no 


62 


91 


WorUiing 


116 


204 


251 


303 


309 


340 


253 


Total 


1143 


1213 


1456 


1399 


1090 


885 


812 



Trend: 

• RAP attendance peaked on tt»3id week (^clas^ with 1,456 stiKients in 
attendance as compared to the 7d] week «dth 812 in attendamx. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 4 



How often did those attending the RAP tutorials actually show up? 



Frequency of RAP Student Attendance By Eligibility Status and Days in Attendance 

Days In Attendance 



1 



4-5 

n % 



n 



Total 
n % 



Eligible/Attend 


193 


10.8 


357 


20.0 


310 


173 


210 


11.7 


1072 


60.0 


NotEllgibl^Attend 


102 


5.7 


216 


12.0 


244 


13.6 


153 


8.5 


716 


4ao 


Total 


295 


16.5 


573 


32.1 


554 


31.0 


363 


20.3 


1788 


100.0 



* 4 missing observations. 



Observations: 

• Sixty percent of the students attending RAP were eligible. 

• Sixty-three percent of the students attending RAP attended between 2 and 5 days. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 5 



Is there a dtfterence in the demographics of attending and non-attending 

eligible students? 



Eligible Students By Ethnicity and Attendance Status* 



% Eligible that 

Hli^ble/Attending EU^blei^on-Attcnding Total Actually Attended 
Ethnicity n % n % n % 



Asian 




11 


0.1 


259 


1.5 


270 


1.5 


4.0 


Black 




313 


1.8 


7383 


44.1 


7696 


44.1 


4.0 


Hispanic 




601 


3.4 


6672 


41.7 


7273 


41.7 


8.2 


Indian 




1 


0.0 


14 


0.1 


15 


0.1 


6.6 


White 




146 


0.8 


2050 


12.6 


2196 


12.6 


6.6 


Total 




1072 


6.1 


16378 


93.9 


174SD* 


100.0 


6.1 



*3 missing observations 



Mean Number of Days In Attendance By Academy and EIlglble/Non- 

EHgible RAP Students 



Eligible Non-Eligible 
Academies n Mean Days Attended n Mean Days Attended 



Sam Houston 


175 


5.44 


166 


5.51 


Lee 


415 


2.82 


218 


2.96 


Milby 


199 


2.72 


no 


2.48 


Reagan 


156 


3.44 


61 


2.65 


Worthing 


127 


4.85 


161 


4.23 


Total 


1072 


3.85 


716 


3.56 



Observations: 



• Only 6 percent of the eligible students attended RAP. 

t 

• A higher proportion of Hispanic students attended the RAP tutcdals bt^ed on 
eligibility. 

• The mean number of days an eligible RAP student attended the tutorials was 3.85 days 
as compared to the non-eligible student who on average attended 3.56 days. 

• The average attendance at Sam Houston was above 5 sessions for both the eligible and 
non-eligible attending students. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 6 



Is there a difference In the 6th grading period grades of those attending the 

RAP program and those not attending? 



The student groups are listed as GRl (cUgible/attending), GR2 (cligibWnol attending), 
GR3 (not eligible/attending), and GR4 (not eligibl^not attemiing). 

Oneway ANOVA For Differences Between Student Groups In English 
(Dependent Variable: 6th Grading period grade) 

Source of 

Variance SS DF MSS Calculated F 

Between Groups 175168.47 3 58389.49 583.68* 

Within Groups 3304089.04 33029 100.04 

Total 3479257.52 33032 



*P=.0000 

TTiere was a significant difference between the groups (F=583), however, an Omega 
Squared analysis of the results indicate that RAP accounts for 5 percent of the between 
group variance.* 



Sheffe's Multiple Range Test in English 



Groups 


Mean 


Students 


Groups 


GR2 GRl 


GR4 GR3 


GR2 


74.90 






GRJ 


75.44 






GR4 


79.61 


* * 




GR3 


80.69 


* * 





Conclusions: 

The variance between the groups, after adjusting for the effects of the covariate (4th 
grading period grades), was not between tfie eligible/attending and eligibl^not attending, as 
might be expected, but rather between the two non-eligible groups and the eligible groups. 
Thus, even after adjusting for the covariate, the program had no perceivable impact on the 
targeted population. 
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Oneway ANOVA For Differences Between Student Groups in Math 
(Dependent Variable: 6th Grading period grade) 

Source of 

Variance SS W MSS Calculated F 

Between Groups 194354.93 3 64784.97 592.43* 

Mthin Groups 3398363.18 31077 109.35 

Total 3592718.11 31080 



*P=.0000 

There was a significant difference between the groups (F=592), however, an Omega 
Squar^ analysis of the results indicate that RAP only accounts for 5 percent of the between 
group variance.* 



Sheffe's Multiple Range Test in Math 



Groups 


Mean 


Students Groups 


GRl GR2 GR3 GR4 


GRl 


73.05 




GR2 


73.10 




GR3 


78.05 




GR4 


78.20 


* * 



Conclusions: 

The variance between the groups, after adjusting for the effects of the covariate (4th 
grading period grades), was not between the eligibleMttending and eligibl^not attending, as 
might be exp«:ted, but rather between the two non-eligible groups and the eligible groups. 
Thus, even after adjusting for the covariate, the program had no perceivable impact on the 
targeted population. 
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Oneway ANOVA For Differences Between Student Groups in Social Studies 
(Dependent Variable: 6th Grading period grade) 



Source of ~" 
Variance SS DF MSS Calculated F 

Between Groups 106735.05 3 35578.35 379.38* 

Within Groups 2381398.53 25394 93.77 

Total 2488133.58 25397 



*P=.0000 

There was a dgnificant difference between the groups (F^379), however, an Omega 
Squared analysis of the results indicate that RAP only accounts for 42 pCTcent of the 
between group variance* 



Sheffe's Multiple Range Test in Social Studies 



Groups 


Mean 


Students Groups 


GRl GR2 GR3 GR4 


GRl 


73.05 




GR2 


73.10 




GR3 


78.05 


* * 


GR4 


78.20 


• * 



Conclusions: 

The variance between the groups, after adjusting for the effects of the covariate (4th 
grading period grades), was not between the eligible/attending and eligible/not attending, as 
might be expect^, but rather between the two non-eligible groups arS the eligible groups. 
Thus, even after adjusting for the covariate, the program had no perceivable impact on the 
target population. 
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Oneway ANOVA For Differences Between Student Groups in Science 
(Dependent Variable: 6tb Grading period grade) 



Source of 
Variance 



SS 



DF 



MSS 



Calculated F 



Between Gzx>ups 
l^thin Groups 
Total 



133712.92 
2065743.95 
2199456.87 



3 

23091 
23094 



44570.97 
89.46 



498.21' 



There was a significant difference between the groups (F=498), however, an Omega 
SquanNi analyds of the results indicate that RAP only accounts for 6.1 percent of the 
between group variance.* 



Sheffe's Multiple Range Test in Science 



Groups 


Mean 


Students Groups 


GRl GR2 GR3 GR4 


GRl 


73.05 




GR2 


73.10 




GR3 


78.05 


* * 


GR4 


78.20 


* * 



Conclusions: 

The variance between the groups, after adjusting for the effects of the covariate (4th 
grading period grades)* was not between the eligible/attending and eligibWnot attending, as 
might be expected, but rather betvs^en the two non-eligible groups and the eligible groups. 
Thus, cv«i after adjusting for the rovariate, the program had no percdvable impact on the 
targeted population. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 7 



What was observed during site visits? 

During the spring semester all 5 RAP Academies were visited by the Research and 
EvaluaticH) Dej^rtmenL Observations m^e in three classrooms at each of the 5 RAP 
Academies. A student count and content area ob^rvation was made in each classoom. 
Additional questions were asked of the RAP cc<Hdinator and in scnne circumstances the 
building administ^E^or. Below are the results of all the site visits: 

Results: 

• Eighty percent of the RAP Academies use peer tutors. 

• All of the RAP Academies use voluntea^ from the public when possible. 

• The average class size during the observations was 15 students. 

• Generally, when each class was visited all students were on task, 

• Mathematics and ESL classes had the greatest number of students. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 8 



Did the RAP program reach the at-risk students described in the program proposal? 



Sorted Percentage of RAP Eligible/Attending Students 

By Campus 



Campus Eligible Attending % Attemiing 



Lee 


1003 


260 


25.9 


Shaipstovm 


679 


112 


16.5 


Sam Houston 


1273 


167 


13.1 


Reagan 


777 


102 


13.1 


H. P. Carter 


65 


8 


12.3 


Mtlby 


1435 


160 


11.1 


Worthing 


450 


48 


10.6 


HSHP 


138 


13 


9.4 


HSPVA 


no 


8 


7.0 


Jones 


540 


23 


4.2 


Sterling 


626 


27 


4.0 


Washington 


560 


22 


3.9 


Bdkure 


832 


32 


3.8 


Jordan 


563 


8 


3.8 


HSLECJ 


203 


6 


2.9 


CLC 


43 


1 


2.3 


Austin 


1578 


26 


2.0 


Wahrip 


627 


14 


2.0 


Wcstlwry 


640 


11 


1.7 


Lamar 


835 


14 


1.0 


Davis 


586 


2 


0.0 


Fun* 


445 


1 


0.0 




657 


1 


0.0 


Madison 


812 


5 


0.0 


Comm. Services 


10 


0 


0.0 


Whcatley 


493 


0 


0.0 


Yates 


905 


7 


0.0 


Foley's 


2 


0 


0.0 


Scarborough 


362 


2 


0.0 


Kay On-Gtoing 


59 


0 


0.0 


Night High School 


61 


0 


0.0 


COTC 


70 




0.0 


Harper Skills 


6 


0 


0.0 


Total 


17453 


1072' 


lOO.O 



Observations: 

• Eighty-two percent of the eligible/attending students were fixrni 9 nine campuses. 
TTiese campuses represent only 34% of the total eligible students. 

Thus, it appears that the program is not reaching a majority the eligible students. 

• Thirteen schools had practically no students in RAP attendance 



ERIC 



1 9 

22 



RESEARCH QUESTION 9a 



Was there a difTerence in the English grades of those students, 
attending and those students not attending RAP? 



Comparison of Eligible Attending (EA) and Eligible 
Non-Attending (ENA) in English 



Grades 




Fourth Sixth 
Grading Period 



Comparison of Non-EIIgible Attending (NEA) and Non-Eligible 
Non-Attending (NENA) In English 

83.0 

82.5" 

82.0 

Mean ^^-^ 
Grades gi.o 

80.5- 
80.0- 
79.5 



•o-NE/NA 



» — : 

Fourth Sixth 

Grading Period 



Observations: 



Eligible students attending RAP curtailed some of the decline in their respective English 
grades as compared to eligible students not attending RAP. 

Non-digiblc students attending RAP increased their n^an 4th grading period English 
grades as a result of attending the tutorials. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 9b 



Was there a dllTerence in the Math grades of those students attending and those 

students not attending RAP? 



Comparison of Eligible Attending (EA) and Eligible 
Non-Attending (ENA) In Math 



Grades 




Fourth Sixth 
Grading Period 



Comparison of Non-Eligible Attending (NEA) and 
Non-Eligible Non-Attending (NENA) in Math 



81.5 
81.0 
80.5" 
80.0- 
79.5" 
79.0- 
78.5" 
78.0- 
77.5" 
77.0 X 

76.5:; 



Grades 



•■•NWA 

■D-N5/NA 



Fourth 



Sixth 



Grading Periods 



Observations: 



Eli^ble students attending RAP curtailed some, of the decline in their math grades as 
compared to eligible students not attending RAP. 

Non-Eligible students attending RAP inoeased thdr 4th fading period madi grades as 
a result of attending the tutorials. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 9c 



Was there a difference in the Social Studies grades of those students attending 

and those students not attending RAP? 



Comparison of Eligible Attending (EA) and Eligible 
Non-Attending (ENA) in Social Studies 



Mean 
Grades 




•■•E/A 

■13-E/NA 



Fourth 



Sixth 



Grading Periods 



Comparison of Non-Eligible Attending (NEA) and Non-Eligible 
Non-Attending (NENA) in Social Studies 



83.5 
83.0 -- 
82.5 - 
82.0-- 
81.5- 



Mean 
Grades 



•■•Nl^A 
■n-NE/NA 



81.0 + 



Fourth ■ Sixth 

Grading Periods ; 



Observations: 

• RAP had no effect in helping students mean 6th grading period social studies grades. 

• Non-eligible students attending RAP maintained their 4th to 6th grading period social 
studies grades as a result of attending the tutorials. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 9d 



Was there a difference in the Science grades of those students attending and those 

students not attending RAP? 



Comparison of Eligible/Attending (EA) and 
Eligible/Non-Attending (ENA) in Science 



Mean 
Grades 




■■•E/A 

■OE/NA 



Fourth 



Sixth 



Grading Periods 



Comparison of Non-Eligible Attending (NEA) and 
Non-Eligible Non-Attending (NENA) in Science 



Mean 
Grades 



82.0 
81.5" 
81.0- 
80.5 
80.0.. 
79.5.. 
79.0- 
78.5 ,1 
78.0 j. 



--NE/A 

■o-NE/NA 



Fourth Sixth 
Grading Periods •' 



Observations: 



RAP had no effect in helping eligible students improve their 6th grading period science 
grades. 

Non-eligible students attending RAP maintained their 4th to 6th grading period science 
grades as a result of attending the tutorials. 



RECOMMENDATIONS 



Although, the program was not successful in imptsving the grades of the targeted students, 
a benefit was noted for the ncm-targeted students who attended RAP. Of singular hnpc^tance was 
the downward trend of grades from the fourth to sixth grading period for each group except those 
who were not eligible for RAP but still attended at least one session. It is our impression that 
House Bill 72 requires a school district to provide tutorials, but does not specify what students 
should be targeted. Thus, these data document the adequacy of a tutorial program to improve 
student performance for students that are motivated to improve their skills and grades, and have 
demonstrated a certain level of academic competence prior to rec^ving tutorial assistance. Given 
the results of this analysis, a proposed avenue the district should investigate cwiceming the RAP 
program is to redefine the program and encoura^ a more diversified student participation. It is our 
belief that the program should be aimed more towards thc^ students who realize the importance of 
an education and are willing to act on that belief. 

It is also important to inspect RAP attendance patterns by schools. The fact that 9 schools 
account for 82% of the total number of RAP eligible students who attended at least one tutorial, 
and 13 schools had practically no students in RAP attendance, suggests that the program did not 
meet the targeted audience. 

Future research should include an inspection of RAP attendance patterns by school, 
subject, and gr^e. Also, it seems critical to longitudinally inspect the achievement patterns of all 
high school students with regards to RAP attendance. 
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Appendix A 



The purpose of this section is: to explain the theoretical basis of why certain 
statistical steps were takoi. The steps taken in the statistical analysis woe to: 

• Conduct an ANCXDVA where the 6th grading period gr^Jes were adjusted for 
the effects of the 4th grading period grades. ANCX)VA is a statistical procedure 
whereby the researdier introduces one or more variable into the equation for 
the sole pmpose of <x)ntroI. The experimenter exercises control in the deagn by 
inonoducing a factor or factors as controls. In ANCOVA the study is conducted 
by panialling out the effects of the factc^ from the dependent variable. In the 
current study, 4th 6 week teacher assigned grades were used as the covariate. 
This design allows the researcher to identify the effects of the RAP program on 
students grades (Davis and Cosenza, 1985). 

• Conduct a Oneway ANOVA to s^ if thwe wctb significant differwiccs between 
the groups with regards to the adjusted 6th grading period grades. If the F test 
leads to the conclusion that the factor level means differ, the implication is that 
there is a reladon between the factCT and Uie dependent variable. In that case, a 
thorough analysis of the factor level effects is usually undataken. This is done 
in two principle ways: (1 ) A direct analysis of the factor level effects of interest 
using estimation techniques and (2) Statistical tests in regard to the factor level 
effects of interest (Neter, Wasserman, and Kutner, 1985). This can be 
accomplished using either a Duncan's Multiple Range Test or Sheffe's test 
These test will be beneficial in that they will explain exactly where the 
differences are occurring. 

• Compute an Omega Squared coefficient. Omega Squared is the proportion of 
variance in the dependent variable accounted for by the independent variable, 
producing an estimate of treatment effect (Davis and Cosenza, 1985). 



*The omega squared siaitstic is a mcihod for esiimating the sirength of associmions between the 
independent and dependent variable elements in a muliiwuiatc sniisiical model; ii is similar to a correlation 
coefTicienL There are a variety of ways for doing this and each has its respective limitations, but this 
a{^n^h has as much to offer as any of the others. For a detailed review, see Hayes, William L. Statisiics 
for {he Social Sciences. New York: Hoh, Rinchan and Winston, Incorporated; pages 417 and 485-487. 
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Appendix B 

RAP Eligible Students By Campus and Ethnicity 



Ethnicity 



Campus 


Asian 


Black 


Hispanic 


Indian 


White 


Total 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 




9 


0 1 




0 4 


1456 




1 


00 


44 




1575 

4^ f 


9 0 




28 


02 


212 


1 2 


298 


1 7 


0 


00 




1 7 

4 • f 




4 8 






0 1 


95 


0 5 


471 


2.7 


0 


00 


9 


0 1 

V* 4 




34 




4 


0 0 


174 


I 0 


241 


1 4 


1 

4 


0 0 

V.v. 


25 


0 1 

\Mm 4 


445 


26 




10 


0 1 


187 


1 1 

4*4 


852 


44 


1 
4 


00 


223 


1 3 


1273 

4*f # ^ 


7^ 




Q 


0 1 


488 

•too 


2 8 


29 


0^ 


0 


00 


14 

4** 


0 1 

\Mm 4 


540 


3 1 




0 


00 


648 


3 7 


9 


0 1 

W«4 


0 


00 


0 


00 




3 8 

•f .o 




11 


0 1 


289 


1 7 


270 


1.5 


1 


00 


264 


1 4 


835 


4 8 


Lee 




0-2 


197 

4^1 


1 1 


487 


28 


0 


00 


281 


1 6 

4 aW 


1003 


57 




g 


0 0 


641 


3 7 


145 


0 8 




00 


14 

4"? 


0 I 


812 

04^ 


4 7 


miioj 




0 1 


151 


0 9 


1138 

i 4^9 


6 5 


1 
4 


00 


126 


0 7 


1435 


82 




2 

mm 


0 0 


170 


0 7 


581 


3 3 


0 


00 

v.V/ 


74 


0 4 


777 
i i § 


4 5 




0 


00 


9 


0 1 


0 


00 


0 


00 


1 


0 0 


10 

4 W 


0 1 




6 


0.0 


572 


3.3 


27 


0.2 


0 


0.0 


21 


0 1 


626 


36 


WaltriD 


5 


0 0 


212 


1.2 


247 


1.4 


1 


00 


162 


0.9 


627 


36 


Washington 


4 


00 


527 


3 0 


21 


0 1 


1 

4 


00 


7 


0 0 


560 


3^ 


W^bury 


20 


0 1 


364 


2 1 


112 


0 6 


1 


00 


143 


0 8 


640 


3 7 


WhcaOcy 


0 


0.0 


283 


1.6 


207 


1.2 


0 


0,0 


3 


0.0 


493 


2,8 


Wonhing 


2 


00 


446 


2.6 


2 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


450 


2.6 


Yates 


11 


0.1 


881 


5,0 


8 


0.0 


1 


0.0 


4 


0.0 


905 


5.2 


Foley's 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.0 


Shaipstown 


51 


0.3 


218 


1.2 


175 


1.0 


1 


0.0 


234 


1.3 


679 


3.9 


ScarboiDugh 


5 


0.0 


99 


0.6 


122 


0.7 


1 


0.0 


135 


0.8 


362 


2,1 


HSPVA 


3 


0.0 


38 


0,2 


24 


0.1 


1 


0.0 


44 


0.3 


110 


0.6 


Health Prof. 


12 


0.1 


74 


0.4 


35 


0.2 


1 


0.0 


16 


0.1 


138 


0.8 


CLC 


0 


0.0 


42 


0.2 


1 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


43 


0.2 


Ongoing 


0 


0,0 


43 


0.2 


15 


0.1 


0 


0,0 


1 


0.0 


59 


0.3 


Harris County 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


Q 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


Houston Night 0 


0.0 


19 


0.1 


37 


0.2 


0 


0.0 


5 


0.0 


61 


0.3 


Jordan 


1 


0.0 


438 


2.5 


111 


0.6 


0 


0.0 


13 


0,1 


563 


3.2 


LawEnfK-. 


0 


0.0 


57 


0.3 


112 


0.6 


0 


0.0 


34 


0.2 


203 


1.2 


COTC 


0 


0.0 


63 


0.4 


6 


0,0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0,0 


70 


0.4 


HarnsDet 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


HP Carter 


0 


0.0 


32 


0.2 


30 


0.2 


0 


0.0 


3 


0.0 


65 


0.4 


Harper 


0 


0.0 


4 


0.0 


2 


0.0. 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


6 


0.0 


Total 270 


1.5 


7696 


44.1 


7273 


41.7 


15 


0.1 


2196 


12.617450 100.0 
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Appendix C 

RAP Eligible/Attending Students By Campus and Ethnicity 
Ethnicity 



Asian Black Hispanic Indian White Total 



Campus 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


Austin 


0 


0.0 


I 


0.1 


25 


2.3 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


26 


X4 


BeUaiie 


1 


0.1 


6 


0.6 


15 


1.4 


0 


0.0 


10 


0.9 


32 


3.0 


Davis 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.2 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.2 


Furr 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


Sam Hcmsttm 


2 


0.2 


30 


2.8 


98 


9.1 


0 


0.0 


37 


3.5 


167 


15.6 




0 


0.0 


23 


2.1 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


23 


Zl 




0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


Lamar 


0 


0.0 


7 


0.7 


5 


OJ 


1 


0.1 


1 


0.1 


14 


U 


Lee 


2 


0.2 


36 


3.4 


175 


16.3 


0 


0.0 


47 


4.4 


260 


243 


Madist^ 


0 


0.0 


3 


0.3 


2 


0.2 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


5 


OJ 


Mtlby 


I 


O.I 


20 


1.9 


122 


11.4 


0 


0.0 


17 


1.6 


160 


14.9 


Re^an 


0 


0.0 


17 


1.6 


79 


7.4 


0 


0.0 


6 


0.6 


102 


93 


Sterling 


0 


0.0 


27 


2,5 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


27 


2.5 


Waltrip 


0 


0.0 


6 


0.6 


7 


0.7 


0 


0.0. 


7 


0.1 


14 


1.3 


Washingu»i 


1 


0.1 


15 


1.4 


6 


0.6 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0. 


22 


2.1 




2 


0.2 


5 


0.5 


3 


0.3 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


11 


1.0 


Woitlung 


0 


0.0 


48 


4.5 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


48 


4J 


Yates 


0 


0.0 


7 


0.7 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


7 


0.7 


Shan^wn 


1 


0.1 


39 


3.6 


47 


4.4 


0 


0.0 


25 


Z3 


112 


10.4 


Scarborough 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.2 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.2 


HSPVA 


0 


0.0 


4 


0.4 


4 


0.4 


0 


0.0. 


0 


0.0 


8 


0.7 


Health Prof. 


1 


0.1 


10 


0.9 


2 


0.2 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


13 


1.2 


CLC 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


Ongoing 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


Jocdan 


0 


0.0 


6 


0.6 


2 


0.2 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


8 


0.7 


Law En for. 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


4 


0.4 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


6 


0.6 


Total 


11 


1.0 


313 


29.2 


601 


56.1 


1 


0.1 


146 


13.6 


1072 100.0 
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Appendix D 

RAP Non-EIIglble/AttendIng Students By Campus and Ethnicltj 



Ethnicity 







Asian 


Black 




Hispanic 


Indian 


White 




Total 


CamDus 


n 


% 


n 


% 


Q 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


n 


% 


AU5UII 


A 
U 




A 

u 


A A 


'J 


Ad 

U.H 


A 


A fi 

U.U 




A ^ 

U.J 


c 


U. # 




1 






A 


A 
*» 


A 4\ 


A 
U 


A A 
u»u 


1 


A 1 
U.i 


o 
o 


1 1 
1.1 




u 




A 
U 


n A 


A 
U 


A A 
U.U 


A 
U 


A A 

U.U 


A 
u 


A A 
U.U 


A 
u 


n A 
v.u 


rurr 


A 

u 


A A 


A 
\J 


A A 
U.U 


A 
U 


A A 
U«U 


A 
u 


A A 
u*u 


A 
U 


A A 
U.U 


A 
U 


HA 
U.U 


o9m nOISSttm 


3 


A ^ 










A 

u 


A A 
u*u 










Junes 


A 
W 


A A 


Q 






A 

uo 


A 
U 


A A 
u»u 


A 
u 


A A 

U.U 


11 




lie mifinmna 


A 
U 


A A 


A 
u 


A A 


A 
U 


A A 
U.U 


A 


A A 
U.U 


A 
U 


A A 
U.U 


A 
u 


n A 

U.U 


Lsmsr 


A 
U 


A A 




A 1 


A 
U 


A A 

U.U 


A 

U 


A A 
U.U 


1 


A 1 
U.i 




ft A 




5 


1*1 


lo 






1^.1 


A 


A A 
U.U 


03 


ft ft 






iviauison 


A 

U 


A A 


t 
1 


U.I 


1 

I 


A 1 

U.l 


A 
u 


A A 

U.U 


A 
u 


A A 

U.U 




A 

U.J 


snllUj 


*» 


A #^ 
U.O 




l.o 




1 A 


A 
u 


A A 

U.U 


Q 




OR 

yo 


1^. / 




il 
*t 


A is 


Q 








A 


A A 


A 


A ^ 

U.O 


**y 






A 
U 


A A 

U-U 




0 A 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1A 


*} A 
^.U 


Waltrip 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


1 


0,1 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


2 


03 


Washingtot 


0 


0.0 


7 


1.0 


1 


0 1 


0 


0 0 


V* 


0.0 


8 


1.1 




0 


0 0 


2 




0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


3 


04 


Worthiiig 


0 


0.0 


124 


17.3 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


124 


17.3 — 


Yates 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


SharpstDwn 


2 


03 


2 


0.3 


14 


2.0 


0 


0.0 


7 


1.0 




3.5 




0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


HSPVA 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.3 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.3 


HealihRrof. 


0 


0.0 


4 


0.6 


3 


0-4 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


8 


1.1 


CLC 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.3 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.3 


On-going 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


Night School 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


0 ^ 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


1 


0.1 


Jordan 


0 


0.0 


4 


0.6 


0 


0,0 


0 ^ 


0.0 


I 


0.1 


5 


0.7 


LawEnfor. 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.3 


0 


0.0 


0 


0.0 


2 


0.3 


Total 


22 


3.1 


247 


34.4 


331 


46.2 


0 


0.0 


117 


16.3\717 


100.0 
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